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Proposed  Electronic  Navigation  Equipment 

AGENCY:  Coast  Guard,  DOT. 

ACTION:  Supplemental  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rulemaking. 

SUMMARY:  This  supplemental  notice 
proposeds  a  more  detailed  standard 
for  marine  LORAN-C  receivers,  pro¬ 
vides  for  a  “phase  in”  period,  and 
modifies  the  proposed  warranty  re¬ 
quirement.  The  more  detailed  stand¬ 
ard  was  not  available  at  the  time  of 
publication  of  the  notice.  November 
14,  1977  (42  FR  59012).  Although  ob¬ 
jectively  similar,  it  is  so  clearly  superi¬ 
or  to  the  previously  proposed  standard 
that  the  Coast  Guard  considers  its  in¬ 
corporation  worthy  of  consideration. 

DATE:  Comments  must  be  received  by 
March  12,  1979. 

ADDRESSES:  Comments  should  be 
submitted  to  Commandant  (G-CMC/ 
81)  (CGD  77-168),  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 
Washington,  DC  20590.  Comments  will 
be  available  for  examination  at  the 
Marine  Safety  Council  (G-CMC/81), 
Room  8117,  Department  of  Transpor¬ 
tation,  Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh 
Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  DC  20590. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION 
CONTACT: 

Mr.  Fred  A.  Schwer,  Project  Man¬ 
ager,  Office  of  Marine  Environment 
and  Systems  (G-WLE-4/73),  Room 
7315,  Department  of  Transportation, 
Nassif  Building,  400  Seventh  Street, 
S.W.,  Washington.  DC  20590,  (202) 
426-4958. 

SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 
Interested  persons  are  invited  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  this  proposed  rulemaking 
by  submitting  written  views,  data  or 
arguments.  Persons  submitting  com¬ 
ments  should  indicate  their  name  and 
address,  identify  this  notice  (CGD  77- 
168)  and  the  specific  section  of  the 
proposal  to  which  each  comment  ap¬ 
plies,  and  give  reasons  for  each  com¬ 
ment.  All  comments  received  before 
tho  expiration  of  the  comment  period 
will  be  considered  before  final  action  is 
taken  on  this  proposal.  No  additional 
public  hearing  is  planned  but  one  may 
be  held  at  a  time  and  place  to  be  set  in 
a  later  notice  in  the  Federal  Register 
if  such  a  meeting  is  requested  in  writ¬ 
ing  by  an  interested  person  raising  a 
genuine  issue  and  desiring  to  comment 
orally  at  a  public  hearing. 


PROPOSED  RULES 

Drafting  Information 

The  principal  persons  involved  in 
drafting  this  document  are:  Mr.  Fred 
Schwer,  Office  of  Marine  Environ¬ 
ment  and  Systems,  Project  Manager, 
and  Mr.  Stanley  Colby,  Office  of  Chief 
Counsel,  Project  Attorney. 

Discussion  of  Comments 

The  Coast  Guard  published  a  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  on  this  sub¬ 
ject  on  November  14,  1977  (42  FR 
59012).  Thirty  two  letters  of  comment 
were  received.  Six  commenters  en¬ 
dorsed  the  proposal  as  written  and  two 
additionally  advocated  haste  in  its  im¬ 
plementation.  The  Coast  Guard  agrees 
with  the  need  for  deliberate  haste  and 
is  proceeding  with  the  rulemaking  as 
quickly  as  necessary  information  be¬ 
comes  available  and  the  Administra¬ 
tive  Procedure  Act  allows. 

Nine  commenters  urged  that  the 
Coast  Guard  incorporate  the  "Mini¬ 
mum  Performance  Standards  (MPS) 
Ifor]  Marine  LORAN-C  Receiving 
Equipment”,  developed  by  the  Radio 
Technical  Commission  for  Marine 
Services  (RTCM),  an  advisory  group  to 
the  Federal  Communications  Commis¬ 
sion,  as  the  required  standard  for 
LORAN-C  receivers.  That  document 
became  available  in  January  1978.  In 
reviewing  the  MPS.  it  was  evident  that 
the  standard  is  a  more  detailed  version 
of  that  which  the  Coast  Guard  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making.  In  response  to  the  com¬ 
menters  and  in  recognition  of  the  fact 
that  use  of  the  MPS  will  achieve  the 
same  objectives  and  that  it  is  a  techni¬ 
cally  superior  document,  the  Coast 
Guard  proposes  to  incorporate  it  as 
the  LORAN-C  standard.  The  purpose 
of  this  supplementary  notice  is  publi¬ 
cation  of  the  more  detailed  standard. 

This  notice  proposes  one  departure 
from  the  RTCM  MPS.  The  existence 
of  an  interfacing  capability,  described 
in  section  1.4(f)  of  the  MPS  under  ad¬ 
visory  information,  would  be  made 
mandatory.  Loran  Position  Transmit¬ 
ting  equipment  will  be  proposed  as  a 
requirement  for  Trans  Alaskan  Pipe¬ 
line  System  tankers  in  the  Prince  Wil¬ 
liam  Sound  VTS  area  by  1980.  A  simi¬ 
lar  requirement  is  contemplated  for 
the  Puget  Sound,  Houston,  New  Or¬ 
leans  and  New  York  VTS  Areas.  More¬ 
over,  a  general  requirement  for  con¬ 
tinuous  position  reporting  by  vessels 
calling  at  U.S.  ports  is  being  discussed 
as  a  means  of  tracking  vessels  in  the 
U.S.  Coastal  Confluence  Zone.  In  view 
of  the  probable  need  for  the  interfac¬ 
ing  capability  within  the  next  few 
years,  it  is  proposed  that  the  require¬ 
ment  be  imposed  now.  In  that  way,  re¬ 
ceivers  would  not  require  retrofit  or 
suffer  premature  obsolescence. 

Nine  commenters  suggested  that  the 
Coast  Guard  “grandfather”  good  ex¬ 
isting  units,  even  if  they  are  not  “to 


spec".  This  was  considered,  but  the 
definition  of  “good”  units  is  an  elusive 
one.  That  approach  would  require  the 
Coast  Guard  to  undertake  an  evalua¬ 
tion  of  each  existing  receiver.  This 
would  be  time  consuming  and  expen¬ 
sive  and  neither  personnel  nor  finan¬ 
cial  resources  are  available  for  such  a 
program.  Instead,  the  Coast  Guard  is 
proposing  a  “phase  in”  period,  from 
June  1,  1979  to  June  1,  1981,  during 
which  any  Type  I  or  II  (fully-  or  semi¬ 
automatic  acquisition)  receiver  will  be 
acceptable.  At  the  end  of  that  period, 
only  LORAN-C  sets  complying  with 
the  RTCM  standard  would  be  accept¬ 
able. 

The  Coast  Guard  proposes  to  stag¬ 
ger  the  effective  dates  for  various  ves¬ 
sels.  Section  5  of  the  Port  and  Tanker 
Safety  Act  of  1978  (Pub.  L.  95-474)  re¬ 
quires  tank  vessels  of  10,000  gross  tons 
or  more  that  carry  oil  or  any  hazard¬ 
ous  material  in  bulk  as  cargo  or  in  resi¬ 
due  to  be  equipped  with  an  electronic 
position  fixing  device  by  June  1,  1979. 
Therefore,  those  vessels  would  have  tx> 
be  equipped  with  a  Type  I  or  II 
LORAN-C  or  a  specified  alternative  by 
that  date.  All  other  tank  vessels  of 
1600  gross  tons  or  more  would  have  to 
have  them  by  June  1.  1980,  and  aJl 
other  vessels  of  1600  gross  tons  or 
more  by  June  1,  1981. 

Nine  commenters  asserted  that  the 
warranty  requirement,  as  written,  sub¬ 
jected  manufacturers  to  an  unaccepta¬ 
ble  degree  of  product  liability.  This 
was  not  the  intent  of  the  proposal. 
The  Coast  Guard,  as  explained  above, 
is  not  able  to  undertake  a  type  approv¬ 
al  program  for  electronic  navigation 
equipment  at  this  time.  Therefore,  be¬ 
cause  it  is  necessary  for  vessels  to  be 
equipped  with  adequate  devices  and 
because  purchasers  and  vessel  inspec¬ 
tion  personnel  must  have  a  way  to  rec¬ 
ognize  complying  units,  the  proposed 
warranty  requirement  is  retained. 

It  is  recognized  that  manufacturers 
may  have  no  control  over  equipment 
installation  and  proper  use,  nor  was 
that  broad  a  warranty  intended 
Therefore,  it  is  proposed  that  the  war¬ 
ranty  be  limited  to  the  set  being  in 
compliance  as  designed  and  manufac¬ 
tured  or  as  subsequently  modified  by 
the  manufacturer.  Moreover,  it  is  rec¬ 
ognized  that  an  individual  warranty 
program  may  prove  cumbersome,  par¬ 
ticularly  for  sets  already  installed  or 
in  distribution.  Therefore,  this  supple¬ 
mentary  notice  proposes  a  type-attes¬ 
tation  alternative.  The  manufacturer 
might  elect  to  attest  to  the  Coast 
Guard,  in  writing,  that  a  particular 
make,  model,  and  series  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  receiver  complies  with  the 
MPS.  The  Coast  Guard  would  list  the 
receivers  as  having  been  attested  to 
for  the  convenience  of  purchasers  and 
vessel  inspectors.  However,  inclusion 
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on  the  list  would  not  constitute  an  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  Coast  Guard. 

Warranty  or  attestation  would  not 
be  required  for  any  receiver  until  June 
1, 1981. 

Two  commenters  recommended  that 
the  Coast  Guard  publish  procedures 
for  approving  alternative  devices.  The 
Coast  Guard  does  not  intend  to  “ap¬ 
prove”  any  of  these  devices.  A  receiver 
proposed  as  an  alternative  under  the 
provisions  of  §  164.41(b)(3)  would  be 
evaluated  against  the  requirements  of 
the  National  Plan  for  Navigation. 
Since  the  receivers  so  proposed  could 
vary  widely,  no  specific  procedure  can 
be  stipulated  at  this  time.  Requests 
would  be  handled  on  a  case  by  case 
basis,  using  whatever  procedure  is  ap¬ 
propriate  to  the  particular  device. 

Several  persons  have  complained  to 
the  Coast  Guard  that  they  have  been 
unable  to  obtain  copies  of  the  Nation¬ 
al  Plan  for  Navigation.  That  document 
has  been  revised  and  is  available  from 
the  National  Technical  Information 
Service  (NTIS),  Springfield,  VA  22161. 
The  Government  Accession  Number  is 
AD-A-052269. 

Eight  commenters  complained  about 
the  lack  of  signal  characteristic  and 
test  standards.  The  Coast  Guard  plans 
to  publish  LORAN-C  signal  character¬ 
istics.  The  RTCM  is  developing 
LORAN-C  test  standards.  The  pro¬ 
posed  two  year  phase  in  period  would 
allow  time  for  all  needed  information 
to  become  available. 

This  proposal  has  been  reviewed 
under  the  Department  of  Transporta¬ 
tion’s  "Policies  and  Procedures  for 
Simplification,  Analysis,  and  Review 
of  Regulations”  (43  FR  9582,  March  8, 
1978).  A  draft  evaluation  has  been  pre¬ 
pared  and  is  included  in  the  public 
docket. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  it 
is  proposed  to  amend  Part  164  of 
Chapter  I  of  Title  33,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  as  follows: 


§  164.30  [Amended] 

1.  By  striking,  in  §  164.30,  the  section 
number  “164.35”  and  inserting  the  sec¬ 
tion  number  “164.41”  in  place  thereof. 

2.  By  adding  a  new  §  164.41  to  read 
as  follows: 


§  164.41  Equipment:  Certain  vessels. 

(a)  This  section  applies  to  vessels 
calling  at  ports  in  the  continental  U.S. 
or  on  the  Gulf  of  Alaska,  except— 

( 1 )  Vessels  not  engaged  in  commerce 
and  owned  or  bareboat  chartered  and 
operated  by  the  United  States,  by  a 
state  or  its  political  subdivision,  or  by 
a  foreign  nation;  and 

(2)  Vessels  calling  only  at  U.S.  ports 
on  the  Great  Lakes  are  not  required  to 
meet  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section 
until  120  days  after  the  day  LORAN-C 
for  that  area  is  declared  operational 
by  the  U.S.  Coast  Guard. 

(b)  Each  vessel  must  have  one  of  the 
following  devices  installed: 

(1)  A  LORAN-C  receiver  meeting 
the  requirements  of  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section. 

(2)  A  continual  update,  satellite- 
based  hybrid  navigation  receiver  (i.e., 
satellite-bottom  tracking,  satellite-in¬ 
ertial,  or  satellite-Omega)  meeting  the 
standards  contained  in  paragraph  (d) 
of  this  section. 

(3)  A  system  that  the  Commandant 
finds  meets  the  intent  of  the  state¬ 
ments  of  availability,  coverage,  and  ac¬ 
curacy  for  the  U.S.  Coastal  Conflu¬ 
ence  Zone  (CCZ)  contained  in  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Transportation  Nation¬ 
al  Plan  for  Navigation  (Report  No. 
DOT-TST-7  8-4  dated  November 
1977).  A  person  desiring  a  finding  by 
the  Commandant  under  this  subpara¬ 
graph  must  submit  a  written  request 
describing  the  receiver  to:  Comman¬ 
dant  (G-W/73),  U.S.  Coast  Guard, 
Washington,  DC  20590.  In  addition  to 
the  description,  the  Commandant  may 
request  data  and  test  results  to  estab¬ 
lish  whether  or  not  the  receiver  meets 
the  National  Plan. 

(c)  Each  LORAN-C  receiver  must 
meet  the  following: 

(1)  Be  a  Type  I  or  II  receiver  as  de¬ 
fined  in  Section  1.2(e)  of  Radio  Tech¬ 
nical  Commission  for  Marine  Services 
(RTCM)  Paper  12-78/DO-lOO,  entitled 
“Minimum  Performance  Standards 
(MPS)  Marine  LORAN-C  Receiving 
Equipment.” 

Note.— This  paper  may  be  purchased  from 
the  Radio  Technical  Commission  for  Marine 
Services.  P.O.  Box  19087,  Washington,  DC 
20036  ((202 ) — 296-66101. 

(2)  Provide  a  separate  digital  data 
output  as  described  in  section  1.4(f)  of 


the  RTCM  MPS.  Resolution  of  the 
output  data  may  not  be  more  coarse 
than  that  displayed  by  the  receiver. 
Data  must  be  available  whenever  the 
receiver  is  tracking  LORAN-C  signals. 

(3)  After  June  1,  1981,  be  accompa¬ 
nied  by  a  manufacturer’s  warranty 
that,  at  time  of  manufacture  or  modi¬ 
fication  by  the  manufacturer,  the  re¬ 
ceiver  complied  with  the  minimum 
performance  standards  contained  in 
Section  1.4(f)  and  2  of  the  Radio  Tech¬ 
nical  Commission  for  Marine  Services 
Paper  12-78/DO-lOO  as  defined  in  Sec¬ 
tion  1  of  that  paper,  unless  the  manu¬ 
facturer  attests  to  the  Coast  Guard,  in 
writing,  that  a  particular  make,  model, 
and  series  of  receivers  meets  the  mini¬ 
mum  performance  standards  con¬ 
tained  in  Sections  1.4(f)  and  2  of  the 
RTCM  Paper  12-78/DO-lOO,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  Section  1  of  that  paper. 

Note.— A  list  of  equipment  which  manu¬ 
facturers  have  attested  as  being  in  compli¬ 
ance  with  this  standard  will  be  published 
periodically  by  the  Coast  Guard.  The  Coast 
Guard  does  not  test  or  otherwise  verify  the 
performance  of  electronic  navigation  equip¬ 
ment.  but  publishes  the  listing  solely  as  a 
matter  of  public  convenience  based  on  the 
representations  of  the  manufacturer. 

(d)  Each  hybrid  satellite  system 
must  have— 

(1)  Automatic  acquisition  of  satellite 
signals  after  Initial  operator  settings 
have  been  entered; 

(2)  Position  updates  derived  from 
satellite  information  obtained  during 
each  usable  satellite  pass;  and 

(3)  A  continual  tracking  complemen¬ 
tary  system  that  provides,  in  between 
satellite  passes,  position  updates  at  in¬ 
tervals  of  one  minute  or  less. 

§164.53  [Amended] 

3.  By  adding  in  §  164.53(b)  the  words 
"radio  navigation  receivers,”  after  the 
word  “radar,”  and  before  the  word 
“gyrocompass,”. 

(Set.  2,  Pub.  L.  95-474;  R.S.  4417a.  as 
amended  by  Sec.  5,  Pub.  L.  95-474  (46  U.S.C. 
391a);  49  CFR  1.46(n)(4).) 

Dated:  January  16,  1979. 

J.  B.  Hayes, 

Admiral,  U.S.  Coast  Guard, 
Commandant. 

[FR  Doc.  79-2674  Filed  1-24-79:  8:45  am] 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  44,  NO.  IS — THURSDAY,  JANUARY  25,  1979 


